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ABSTRACT

US ARMY STAFFS —ARE THEY BROKEN? by MAJ Clarence E. TAYICR, USA
49 pages.

This monograph examines current US Army tacti 1

staffs. Even though the i cal level

modernization program d& Army underwent tranndol' - .

staffs remained virtually unchanged during that period. This

monograph examines several recent conflicts to determine if staff
:nn.nismlwofM.

The monograph first examines the historical development of
military staffs. Beginning with the Greek and Roman periods,
military staffs grew in size and sophistication as military
operations became more complex overtime. The development of US
Army staffs was much slower than its European counterparts. The
US Army did not see the need for staff development during the
relative peace of the nineteenth century.
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INTRODUCTTON

Still it is the task of military science in an age of peace
toprevent...doctrinesfrmbeirgtoohadlyml
MICHAEL HOWARD

The 1980’s saw a revival of the United States military.
During Ronald Reagan’s presidency, the military received renewed
amhasis and underwent the largest peacetime buildup in the
nation’s history. Literally billions of dollars were spent to
replace equipment that in some cases was older than the people
that were operating it. Many new systems were added and others
were improved to increase the capabilities of units. The United
States Army underwent a significant transformation as a result of
this buildup.

Organizational changes designed to take advantage of the
enhanced capabilities of the new weapon systems were also made.
A new TOE structure was introduced for field forces. Armored and
mechanized infantry battalions were reorganized into four
maneuver campanies. They were smaller, yet more capable than
their predecessors. The division’s support command was also
recrganized to better provide support to maneuver hrigades.
Additionally, division aviation was recrganized to give the
comander more flexibility at the division level.

The sum of these crganizational changes and the replacement
of old and outdated equipment gave the heavy division a
significantly greater capability. Simultanecusly, doctrine was
evolving to fully exploit these enhanced capabilities. AirlLand
Battle, a significant departure from the 1976 version of FM
100-5, was introduced in 1982. This new doctrine was more
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offensive in nature and was designed to fully exploit the
capabilities of the new organizations and equipment.

Although equipment and the structural changes have been
significant, little has been done to alter actual staff
structure, despite the amount of technology which has been
introduced. The Army fielded the Army Tactical Command and
Control System (ATCCS) to improve the effectiveness of the
staff. Computers and automation in general have given the
camander and his staff the ability to process ever-increasing
amounts of information at an incredible rate. The commander now
has the ability to make quicker decisions on a battlefield that
requires all participants to operate at a much faster tempo. -
This would seem to imply that the staff might be able to operate
at a higher tempo and with fewer people. Yet the size of
authorized staffs has remained relatively the same. On the
cther hand, units habitually augment their staffs with
additional persamel and equipment prior to deploying on
exercises. This is &ne for a variety of reasons: to augment
the size of a specific staff section, to add a capability to a
staff section, or to provide sufficient persamel for contimuous

Preliminary research indicates that commnders do this in
training and contimied this practice during DESERT SHIELD/
STORM. This would seem to suggest that either the current staff
structure is inadequate or that staffs are improperly utilizing
doctrine. As the Army downsizes by some 30% or more over the
next four years, augmentation will become an unaffordable
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lwary. Variance with doctrine may likewise be unacceptable.

Significant change has occurred in the Army, yet staff
structire has remained constant. Staff doctrine has remained
relatively stable, yet the field has chosen on occasion to
either alter or totally ignore staff doctrine.

The thesis of this paper, then, is that in some instances
doctrine may be flawed, that staff structure has not kept pace
with doctrine, or that units are not following doctrine even
though it is sourd.

To address these issues, this paper will present an
eamination of the historical development of staffs, its
doct:rirnl’mﬂez'piminga:ﬂlessms learned from staff
participation in training and war.

Historical Perspective
The precise arigin of the military staff is unknown. The

first mention of what would amount to a staff comes from
Xenophon, who speaks of a Spartan king surrounded in a public
tent by vhat would today be considered a staff. That staff
consisted of a few trusted senior commanders and a small group
of technical exparts.z The armies of ancient Greece were
mllmmmabletomtheirfmtoimhﬂe
adninistration and logistics without assistance. Another
characteristic of the armies of the time was that they were
mobilized for short periods of time. This was in stark contrast
to the armies of Alexander. His armies mmbered in the tens of
thousands and were mobilized on a permanent basis and
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probably required significant administrative amd logistical
smx:m:'t:.3 Surviving records mention that Alexander’s
secretary maintained a diary and helped pay the troops. He also
.registered soldiers that married Asiatic wives.

Records of the Roman armies are equally sketchy. There is
some mention of a staff officer who had the responsibility of a
modern day adjutant general - paymaster or quartermaster. The
staff handled routine business that could be reduced to a few
rules and thus would not require the presence of the decision
moker, normally the monarch.’

Information about medieval armies is limited as well.
Armies as a rule were small, temporary organizations. Literacy,
a basic requirement for any staff officer, was almost
nonexistent during the Middle Ages. The staff that did exist
was normally limited to a prince’s principal vassals which
formed his council of war.? The staffs of Maurice of Nassau,
Gustavue Adolphus, Wallenstein and Cramwell had similiar
argmﬁmiasamastjmﬂnttheyhadammm.s
These staffs had a mmber of specialists who arganized the
wagons, payed the troope and cbtained provisions for the
arnies. apaaph\staffofficarsminﬂnhsimssof
providing for and maintaining the army. Intelligence and
operations remained the exclusive purview of the commander.

There are early signs that selected troocp commanders served as
specialists on the commander’s staff. These included artillery,
aergineer, and even cavalry commanders who advised the army
commander on how to employ his unit on the battlefield.

4




one of the better known practitioners of maneuver warfare
was the Prussian monarch, Frederick the Great. Although the
Prussian’s success on the battlefields of 18th century Burope is
beyond the scope of this paper, Frederick was probably the last
great captain to fight a war without the aid of a staff.
Frederick, after fighting most of the War of Austrian Succession
(1740 - 1748) without a quartermaster general, recammended in
his Military Testament that the position be made permanent and
that the quartermaster have six full-time assistants. This
would mean that he would have seven staff officers for an army

7

of 60,000. Frederick said that a good quartermaster:

It was anly at the end of his career that Frederick recognized
the value of a good staff officer.

The military staff did not change for the remainder of the
18th centuary. Staffs were limited to performing tasks for which
the commander had neithar the time nor the inclination. Further
development of the military staff would have to awmit the arrival
of the next great captain. That captain was Napclecn Bonaparte
of France.

Napoleon, at his zenith, commanded over 600,000 troops in the
field. Previously, no nation had either the resources or
manpower to field such an army. To have the Grand Armee act in
concert was even more remarkable. It was Napoleon’s challenge
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to synchronize the efforts of the Grand Armee. To accomplish
this, he had to find a way to impose order over this army.

Camponents of Napoleon’s command and control system were in
place when he came to power. France had mobilized tens of
thousands of men with its levee en masse to protect her from
those who would reverse the gains of the revolution. The
phencmenon of a large national army was fournd anly in France at
the time. Soldiers were fighting for their country and not
just for a mnarch. The concepts of divisions and corps and a
general staff were all in place when Napoleon came to power.
The division concept was devised by Bourcet during the
Franco-Spanish invasion of Piedmont in 1744.° The corps
concept was aprroved by the Assemblee Nationale in 1794.1°
The general staff came into existence when the Committee of
Public Safety authorized the topographical section of the
Hinist:yofmrtoactasagamalstaff.u

Napoleon’s system, by 1805, had reshaped the existing
150,000 man Army into a combined arms force of eight mmbered
carps each cantaining infantry, artillery and arganic cavalry.
Each corps was capable of fighting alone, for a maximm of one
day, if necessary. Once a corps became engaged, the others were
to "ride to the sound of the guns.” The Army advanced on
mltiple routes so that it might arrive at the abjective area
faster. This also allowed the corps to have separate areas from
which to draw their logistical support. Since all routes could
ﬂmticanynmtcnrplmmm,n the
defardier was presented with a difficult decision, particularly
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if he lacked sufficient forces to defeat the army in mass.

At the head of the Grand Armee, Napoleon, acting as the
unified commander (chief of state and conmander in chief),
organized an Imperial Headquarters to support him in the field.
It consisted of three parts. The Maison, the Etat Major
de 1 Armee, and an administrative and econcmic staff.

The emperor’s Maison was originally a part of the King’s
household. Numbering 800 men (serving as grooms, valets, pages,
cooks etc.), it was a private institution compused entirely of
civilians. A separate secretariat handled the empercr’s
correspondence. A portion of the secretariat performed an
intelligence gathering function. Still another section, the -
topographical bureau, was responsible forunpsarxis'.xrw_vys.13

The secand camponent of the Imperial Headquarters was the
Etat Major de 1 Armee (the General Staff headed by
Berthier). It consisted of four sections each headed by an

adjutant general.

1st Adjutant - responsible for the general staff
archives, the collection of laws, unit discipline,

inspections, troop movements and council of war,
situation reports and prisoners of war

28 Adjutant - raspasiblefortheamydiuy concerned
with armements,
subsistence, hospitals,amtlngamrmrie

...m respansible for recamaissance, plans,
, cammmnication, postal services, and guides

4th Adjutant - responsible for the establishment of the
general headquarters, its police units, cantorments and




l—l—l Imperial
L Maison Haadquarters
) 1 (under Berthier)
(Faivtente] [ WPers] [ramiems
| Generaux | jd’Ordonnance Berthier's General

Private Staff Staff

) —

ol - | —
Intelligence | | Topographical i ~ Ad jutant-Commendant
l_____, S«:rotarut’ (Nontactical msovements,

! personnel, prisoners,
traffic, police, evacuation,

spacial missions, ete.)

i 1 T 1 T
Topographical Artillery Military Engineer Pool of
Bureau Staff Police Staff Unassigned
(furnished maps | Lofficers |
to subordinate
units)

Figure 1. Imperial Headquarters, 1813.14

'IhefipalelmtinNapolem's Imperial Headguarters was
Daru’s administrative and econcmic staff. It was responsible for
administrating the vast zone of commmnications.}® At its peak
(1813), it was responsible for half the continent of Europe. This
organization was composed entirely of civilians, and as with the
Maison, Berthier as Chief of Staff had no operational comtrol
over them. As a result, all intelligence passed directly to
Napoleon’s cabinet. Berthier had to wait until it was passed to .
him. This aspect, among others, made Berthier’s job of assisting
the cammndar-in-chief all the more difficult.

Ancther aspect of Napoleon’s commend system was the
revolutionary idea of corps and division commnders having their
own organized staffs. Division staffs had a fixed mmber of
persamel ard the corps had 16 to 24 persamel assigned. Each
staff was organized into definite sections. They were considered
sexipsrmanent because they were assigned to the commander, not to

8
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the arganization. When the commander left the organi-
zation, so did his staff. Ancther shortfall of this system was
that there was no training for staff officers. Officers learned
on the job. Commanders selected officers for service as there
was no formal selection process.

Napoleon organized a system of standardized reports,
reporting periods and formats, and information requirements’’
for his subordinate commanders. Napoleon also established what
we now know as Commarder’s Critical Information Requirements
(CCIR). In addition to reports, Napoleon perfected the system of
the "directed telescope.® Napoleon selected senior officers to
serve as adjutant generals and report on "anything that might
interest me."” Junior adjutants generals were also selected,
although their latitude was severely limited. This system of the
directed telescope allowed Napoleon to bypass multiple command
layers and access critical information in a more timely mamner.

Napoleon’s corps and division division cosmanders were given
the means to concentrate rapidly at a decisive point on the
ground. That point was normally determined by the espearor
himself. Although he had a staff to assist him, it was often
reduced to relaying orders and instructions. Napoleon’s
reluctance to delegate responsiblity hampered whatever initiative
these men might have had. Napoleon would on occasion blame his
subordinates, but he failed to develop the staff to the point
where they could be of great assistance to him.

The French Army under Napoleon was very successful on the
battlefields of Europs. Muxch of the credit must go to the
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Emperor himself. Napoleon tock what was given to him and added a
superior organization and doctrine to create the Grand Armee.
Napoleon’s command and control system consisted of a rather large
and cumberscame Imperial Headgquarters superimposed over an
existing corps and division system. Each element had specific
responsibilities. The Imperial Headquarters not only
administered an army in the field, but conducted the affairs of a
state and empire at war. Subordinates were given limited
authority and were not used to their full potential.

This rigid cemtralization of power was both a strength and a
weakness for not only the staff but the French Empire itself.
'nnwhole.orgarﬂzatimbecametoocamlexammadly. It ne-
ver reached its potential. The noted historian David G. Chandler
sumaditl.lptmswayzla

All in all French staff work comprised a weak link in
the French military machine, and no
Napoleon’s cataclysm can be laid at its door.

Prussian Staff Develogment
The Prussian defeat at Jena was a wakeup call for the

descendants of Frederick the Great. Jena demonstrated just how
far the Prussian Army had fallen behind her neighbors to the
west. This lesson was not lost on the rest of the European
powers, as all armies of consequence underwent a period of
reforms in the wake of Napoleon’s spectacular victories at Jena
and Austerlitz. One action taken by the Prussians was the
creation of the Prussian General Staff which had as its arigins,
the quartarmaster staff of Frederick the Great. Initially, its
10




functions were primarily surveying and laying out camps.
Ultimately, the quartermaster became responsible for
fortifications and reconmaissance.’?

The Prussian staff actually began a reorganization program
under Colonel von Massenbach (1802-1803) before Jena. Initially,
the staff was divided into two sections, the "basic"
(intelligence) and "current™ (the study of war, drafting
ra;ﬂathuﬁiandt:xﬂingaxarpﬂmvﬁng)secthxs.zo
of rotating officers between staff assigmments and the line was

The policy

established at that time and it is still practiced in the
Bundeswehr today. The Prussian staff was further divided into
three departments, one for each potential theater of war -
western, central, and eastern theaters. These reforms were
continued under General Gerhard Scharnhorst, who followed
Massenbach in 1806 after Jena (Massenbach was held responsible
for the results of that affair). Under Scharmhorst, major
subordinate formations were provided with regular staffs under
the direction of a chief of staff. This was the foundation for
what became known as Truppengeneralstab or General Staff with
Troops. These formations had four staff officers at each corps
ard one at krigade level. When a divisional system was
m‘inﬂnlamm, it also received a complement of staff
officers headed by a chief of staff.

The Prussian General Staff remined essentially unchanged for
the next fifty years. Imndividual departments were expanded to
acoespt new functions such as mobilization and deployment.

Because these issues became so vital to Prussian military
1




plamning and execution, railways came under the direct comtrol of
the General Staff by 1872.%1

The Prussian army was the first to offer formal training for
its officer carps. The Kreigsakademie became a permanent
institution in 1810. Originally founded by Frederick the Great
to train his officers for war, it, like many of his other
initiatives, fell to disuse in the years following his death.
The functions of the general staff during peace were formalized
dQuring this period.??

The idea of keeping the staff small aoriginated during this
time as well. Even thouch the Prussian Army had three army
headwartq:s,nineooqshaadqmrtersarﬂeightemdivisim
headquarters, the entire Truppengensralstab mumbered only
sixty-six men. The entire General staff mumbered eighty-seven
men. That is in stark contrast to a World War II US Army corps
with sixty-nine staff officers.’>

A small Prussian General Staff provided stability and allowed
officers to become familiar with each other. This, in tum,
reduced the amount of information that needed to flow between
headquarters and enabled commanders to quickly transmit their
intent to subordinates. Plans were written with flexibility to
mmmammmumm
commander’s intent. Realizing that war seldom goes according to
plan, tactical control was relinquished to subordinates,
something Napoleon ard his predecessors never did. The Prussian
General Staff system was designed to allow tactical commanders

12




maximm flexibilty within the strategic design of those pulling
the strings from Berlin.

The Prussians learned from their defeats. Perhaps it is true
that the vangquished are more willing or able to learn than is the
victor. From the early days of Scharnharst and Moltke, the
Prussian (later German) Army overcame the disadvantages of its
position and small population to build a machine that culminated
in the impressive war machine of the Welrmacht of World War II.

The legacy of the Prussian general staff is that it was the
first permanent staff institution to exist during both war and
peace. Respunsibilities were clearly delineated for each staff
officer and subordinate crganizations were given their own
independent staffs, putting the oms on subordinates for plamming
and execution. Additionally, a permanent education and training
system was established to ensure that commanders and their small
staffs were capable of executing assigned missions. The Prussian
general staff system has influenced many armies over the years
ard has been the model for staffs around the world. It also
influenced the Amarican staff system.

Iha Evalution of the US Army Statf
General Washington quickly learned how difficult it was to

act as both the commander and staff for the fledgling Continental

Army. He also fourd it difficult to ask for additional persormel

to do "staff work." Ultimately, he did form a staff to help in

adainistrative matters. It was left to Major General Frederich

von Stauben, the first Inspector General of the Continental Army,
13




to introduce the staff practices of Frederick the Great to
Washington’s Army. Von Steuben also helped to train the army.
When von Steuben was not conducting training or teaching, he
served as a staff officer, providing staff estimates to the
cx'.lllllmcler.24 One biographer described him as the chief
of staff and the assistant chiefs of staff for persamnel,
intelligence, operations amd supply.25 Von Steuben was a
tremendous asset for Washington in his fight with the British.

The War of 1812 saw little change in the staff practices of
the United States. A typical regimental staff consisted of an
adjutant, a guartermaster and a paymaster. A surgeon campleted
ﬂiestaff'ofﬂare;imt. The staff was not very efficient
because of a lack of experience and training. The War Department
did, however publish
States Ay in 1821 that prescribed procedures for administration
and organization that was lacking from previocus wars.2®

The war with Mexico revealed that staff practices previously

prescribed had lapsed. C.umanders lacked an education in the
administration and commarnd of large units. Eventually, Winfield
Scott assembled several West Point graduates to act as a staff
for his Army of Invasion. This was the first American field army
staff. ﬁgﬁnmn@:ﬁofﬁwofﬁmmmz.
Lee who served as a staff engineer. Scott called these West
Point graduates his "little cabinet."®’ But beyond the
develomment of a field army staff, little else had changed in the
way the American army practiced staff work. There seemed to be
little if any awareness of developments made in the Prussian or
14




other Burcpean systems.

The American Civil War exposed the conceptual weakness of the
American staff systen.28 The American armies of both the
North and South began the war with a staff organization. What
was missing was staff doctrine that would help senior commanders
(army to division) handle the complex work of caring for and
moving thousands of men about the battlefields of the Civil war.
Cammanders spent an inordinate amount of time worrying about
things that should have been relegated to a staff officer.?’
Major General Irwin McDowell personally recoamoitered roads as
his army marched to Bull Run and McClellan helped sight artillery
pieces prior to the battle at Antietam. Intelligence was also a
problem for McClellan, and he hired the Pinkerton detective
agat:yaa to gather intelligence. This failed because
they were unable to address military issues properly. The
situation did not improve until an officer was given specific
staff responsibility for intelligence. Meade lacked a trained
staff that could help prepare and disseminate the orders required
to move an army and capitalize on the opportunity that presemted
itself after Gcttyabn'g.n ~ At the lower echelons,
regiments and Irigades retained the staff structure that was
introduced in the War of 1812.

McClellan stzmarized his difficulties in his memoirs:

15




One of the greatest defects of our military system is
ﬂnla&ofaﬂmux;tﬂyirsmntedstaffcorps,fm
which should be furnished chiefs of staff for armies,
- army corps, and divisions, adjutants general, and

a:Lde-de-catmamlrecruJ.tJn;offmers Perhaps the

greatest difficulty that I encountered in the work of

creatingtheAnuyofthePommcarosefrmﬂnwar-

city of thoroughly instructed staff officers, and I

must frankly state that every day I myself felt the

disadvantages under which I personally labored from the

want of that thorough theoretical and practical
edlmtlmreceﬂadbyﬂ)eoffmexsofthecezmn

General Staff.

Staff work did eventually improve and helped to ease the
commander’s burden. But the lack of further conflict after the
Civil War and the general isolationist sentiment in the country
meant that no further development would occur for ninety years.
The military staff system first introduced during the War of 1812
remained virtually unchanged until the turn of the cemtury.

The cutireak of the war with Spain once again exposed the
weaknesses of the Army’s staff doctrine. The difficulties that
the Army experienced in comxducting its pacification mission and
in administrating the territories after the war with Spain led
directly to the reforms instituted by Secretary of War, Elihu
Root. The Root refarms were meant to correct the logistical and
legislation passed by Congrees in 1903 created the modern US Army
General St:aff.33 The War Department’s General Staff was
now responsible for the preparation of war plans for the national
defense and mobilization of troops. The Chief of Staff (formally
the Cosmanding General of the Army) was given supervision of all
Army forces and the General Staff. In 1901, War Department
General Order 155 established the education system which was to

16




ovide Army officers trained in the higher art of war.3% The

Infantry and Cavalry School at Fort Leaverworth became the
General Service and Staff College. For the first time American
Army officers had a school to teach them staff practices and
doctrine.

After the American Expeditionary Force arrived in France in
1917, Pershing found it necessary to supplement the training
that officers received in the United States. Pershing
established schools for both staff and line officers of the
A.E.F. A General Staff School was established at Langres under
Major General James McAndrew. Once acain, European influence
played a large part in the way staffs were crganized. The
cancept of a Chief of Staff was borrowed from the French and the
designation of staff sections as "G" staff was strictly
British. The 1903 law that incorporated Secretary Root’s
reforms listed general staff functions as they were emmerated
in Schellendorf’s Dyties of the General Staff’>. An A.E.F.
order dated Felwuary 16, 1918 forms the basis far today’s staff
doctrine. It organized the staff as follows:

Gl - Adninistrative; persomnel replacements, types of
equipment, billeting, military policy and wmorale

G2 - Responsible for all intelligence functions.

G3 - Responsible for operations to include preparation
of strategic stixliies, plans and employment

G4 - Supply; coordinates supply services, construction,
and transportation
G5 - responsible for the general direction, instruction
and training of the army

17




Additional technical and administrative officers were
assigned and they formed the basis for a special staff group.
The cancept of arganizing the staff into four sections under a
Chief of Staff was borrowed from the French. A fifth section was
organized at Langres to help oversee the training of the A.E.F.

Although American participation in combat operations during
World War I was brief, the experience gained in staff operations
was tremendous. The quality of American staff work became
camparable to that of the French and British by the end of the
var. 36 Staff work from the A.E.F. down to division level
contributed to the success of the attack on the St. Michel
salie‘ttar#ﬂ:emtothelh:se—l\mm. The army staff system
had borrowed heavily fram the Europeans to get to this point.

The US Army emerged from the war as a first class military
power. The Army had the best of the European armies in the way
of staff practices, structire and organization. The staff had
the basic features of the French staff system in the tradition of
Berthier, Jomini, and Thiebault. From the French came the concept
of a Chief of Staff and clearly delineated staff functions. The
army system could also claim ties to the intellectual attributes
and the basic concepts of the Prussian staff system. The idea of
;!'ofﬂianidmtimfarsmffctficersmfrmﬂn
Prussians. In that regard, the Army continued the legacy of von
Steuben and the Continental Army.

For the first time, the Army possessed the necessary features
contained in a modern staff system. It had a school system that
was designed to prepare an officer for staff duty. The staff
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system allowed for delegation of authority and provided
supervision and a focus of effcn:t.37 The staff system that
emerged from World War I is essentially the same system that the
US Army has today. The G5 on the A.E.F. staff is now a civil
affairs officer at the corps and division level. The mmber of
personnel per staff section has grown since World War I, but the

funct:icnsofeat:hsect:iona:l:'ev:i.rt:_uiillyt.t'esane.38

Doctripal Review

A good staff has the advantage of being more lasting
than the genius of a single man. 19
General Antoine Herri Jomini

Military doctrine is developed primarily from a theory of
war. It is the exyression of how an army intends to fight its
next war. Ultimately, doctrine is based on the actual
experiences of war and the thecretical concepts of what future
war might look like. Once doctrine is put in written fomm, it
becomes the basis for training and organizing an army,
implementing force structure, and the actual equipping of the
units assigned. AMdditiomally, most doctrine identifies
principles that will help educate the soldier in its
appliat.im Tt describes how to integrate tactics with
eqipent and serves as a gquide to thinking for the soldier.

Fleld Manual 101-5, Command and Contxol for Commenders and
Staff, is the army marual for staff doctrine in support of
Airland Pattle. This doctrinal manual fixes responsibility and
establishes standards for commnders and staff officers alike.
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It is necessary to understand current staff doctrine in order to
determine if changes are warranted. Doctrine will be the
standard by which staff performance will be measured.

The commander is responsible for all that his comsand does.
Since the battlefield has become a large and complex place, it is
impossible for the commander to manage it without help.
Therefore, a commard and cantrol system has been established to
help the commander to direct, cammand, and control forces in the
execution of their assigned missions. The commander uses the

systeam to command and control (Cz) all organic, assigned, or
attached forces and for the integration of other army elements

ard the elements of other services. The c2 system consists of
three components:

Qommand and control arganization - is the organization

of the headquarters for operations; includes the staff

that helps the commmnder to accomplish the mission

Command and contxol pxoosss - is the decision-making

process and procedures used by the commarder to

accomplish the mission
umﬂmm a s

amd and cosmmnicatione

systems

The staff assists the comsander in decision-making by
acquiring, amalyzing, and coordinating information for the
commander. The staff presents anly essential information along
with a recommsrdation to the coomander for a decision.

Army staffs are crganized at all levels in thres interrelated
areas: the mission, bxroad fields of interests, and regulations
and laws. Staff operations usually include the following seven
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1 i fields of imt .
Persomnel
Intelligence
logistics
Plans

Signal operations

Civil-military operations
The relative importance of‘these functions will vary with the
mission, the level of command, and the battlefield itself. When
resource management is a major consideration, an eighth field of
interest may be included in the staff: that of camptroller.

FM 101-5 prescribes staff principles that determine the
crganization of the staff. Authorization documents detail the
size and camposition of staffs at every level of command. Scme
considerations for developing staff structure include:

The mission

Size and diversity of responsiblities

Parsomel available, qualifications, and performance
Requirements imposed by higher headquarters

The PM 101-5 model for all staff structire includes a chief
of staff or executive officer and three staff groups —
coordinating, special, and personal. The mmber of staff
officers will vary according to command level and location.
Coordinating staff cfficers are responsible for one or more
fields of interest and they assist the commander by coordinating
and supervising the execution of the coamend’s plans, operations,
amd activities. Coordinating staff officers are not responsible
for those functional areas that the commander has reserved for
himself or are reserved to other staff officers by law. An
eample of a coordinating staff officer is the traditional Gi1,
the staff officer responsible for persamel and adnministration.
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The chief of staff assigns specific responsibilities to each
staff officer and assigns primary responsibility to a single
coordinating officer. They are responsible for acquiring
information and analyzing its implications for the command.
Special staff officers also assist the commander and his
personal staff in professional and technical areas. The actual
mmber of special staff officers and their duties will vary at
each level of cammand. Special staff officers are assigned to:

1) Pexrfarm the basic functions of a staff officer

2) Assist coordinating staff officers in preparing

orders, plans and reports

3) Plan and supervise training in their respective

staff sections, pmvidestaffsupervisimarﬂmp.rt to

their respective caommanders on their level of

4) Corisult and coordinate with their own staff officers

Liaison officers are special staff officers who represent
their commanders at other headquarters. The liaison officer
helps the commander synchronize his command with others on the
battlefield. Through personal contact, liaison officers help
coordinate and exchange essential information with other units.
The cammander can also direct officers and noncomissioned
officers to coduct liaison duties for specific times and
missions. The liaison officer can help the commander bypass
laymoféamﬂtoobcainmmimm@icsofw
to him. Liaison can also be accamplished by establishing and
maintaining coomunications with other commands and by manning
coordination points whenever required. Liaison must be
reciprocal (mitual exchange of liaison officers) when a force is
placed under the commarxd and control of a headquarters of a
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different nationality. Liaison officers and noncammissioned
officers must be familiar with the operations of their unit.
They should possess in-depth knowledge .of the unit’s strength’s
and weaknesses as well as the commender’s intent.!! FM 101-5
prescribes the minimal initial information that liaison officers
provide to the host unit.

Army requlations and laws establish a special relationship
between certain staff officers and the commander. For example,
Army regulations require the inspector general and the staff
judge advocate to be members of the commander’s personal staff.

Personal staff officers work directly for the commander.
‘Bxeyassigthiminsteadofkai:gtlnughﬂndﬁefofstaffw
the executive officer. Personal staff members are persommel who
meet one of the following criteria:

Designated by TOE or TDA (e.g. aide-de-camp)

Designated by 1aw oe regalation (15, S, 0

The integration of all staff functions will assist the
cammander in synchronizing combat power - at the right place, at
the right time - during the course of the battle!?

with an understanding of doctrine and the requirements it
places on a staff, an evaluation of evidence for change can
begin. Evidence far change must show that the doctrine is either
no longer valid or in need of modification. Potential changes
must show that cwrrent organizations no longer support doctrine

or that new or additional conditions necessitate a change.
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Analysis

The United States Army validates its doctrine in peacetime
through training. As training is conducted, doctrinal precepts
are challenged on a recwrring basis. When deficiencies are
noted, they are recorded for further analysis and action.
Caments on doctrine and its application can be found in after
action reviews and when fourd to be valid are captured in
various publications that are produced by the Center for Army
Lessons Learned at Fort Leaverssorth, Kansas.

One of the premier training events for US Army units is a
rotation at the National Training Center (NTC). The mission of
themi;topravidetux;harﬂmlistictmini:gformarﬂ
Air Force units in mid-to-high intensity conflict in accordance
with Airland Battle doctrine. All CICs provide lessons learned
from individual NIC mtatias.“ . Reviewing lessons learned
from the NTC can provide evidence for changing staff doctrine,
procedures or structure. A review of CALL’S lessons learned data
base revealed comments in four specific areas: plamming,
persamel, training, ang 1iaison officers.

Comments regarding planning are concentrated in the area of
eecuting staff doctrine and procedures. Specifically, the
coordination between staff officers during the plamning cycle
needs improvemsnt. The integration of all staff officers is
necessary during all phases (planning, preparation of orders and
supervising the execution of orders) to ensure a more coaplete
product. COombat service support staff officers are routinely

24




absent ar ignored during the plamming cycle. Plans are published
without their input and are in danger of being unsupportable.
Maintenance priorities and the health of the command are not
considered because these officers are absent and do not provide
input. Supporting units, such as aviation, are not represented
during plaming or wargaming amd thus synchronization becames a
problem. This is particularly true with any plan that is
executed without their i.n:::ut:.‘M In short, units conducting
training at the NIC need to improve their execution of staff
doctrine during the plaming cycle.

CALL comments concerning staff persamel center around three
key areas: persommel turnover, the deletion of personnel from
the TOE, and the proper utilization of staff persommel.

Persomel ttomover has an adverse impact on the performance
of the staff. It is particularly difficult to build cchesion in
a staff when a significant amount of turnover is present. All
too often a unit trains its staff for several months prior to
deployment only to see that team lxeak apart at the conclusion of
a major exercise. If a unit carmot keep a staff together for any
significant amount of time, then an aggressive training program
mst be installed to mitigate the effects of staff turbulence.

Amﬁmlmﬂntuﬂtsmomimmatﬂn
NIC is the improper utilization of persamel during rotations,
specifically noncoomissioned officers. In practice, NO’s are
habitually relegated to "housekeeping®” duties in the field.
Handling radios and providing security are but a few tasks that
the NOO does at the NIC. In theory, however, NOOs are assigned
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to the various staff sections to help in the plamning and
execution of orders. NOOs, when properly trained, are fully
capable of doing more. Another comment about noncammissioned
officers is that many have not attended the Operations and
Intelligence Course (O&I) taught in the Sergeants Major Academy
at Fort Bliss, Texas. Graduates of the course contrilute greatly
to success at the NIC. The final persamel comment is that the
brigade S4 section with four persommel authorized and assigned
camnot man both the hrigade'IOCarﬂAmC45 in a continuous
operations envirorment.

Ancther area of concern at the NTC lies in the area of staff
tl:'a:'lnirg.. Staffs have trouble synchronizing the battlefield for
a variety of reasons. Units are attempting to create the perfect
plan. While staffs contimue to prepare the best possible
solution, they are constantly violating the ™aone third - two
thirds"*® rule. staffs must strike a balance between the
perfect plan and proper troop leading procedures. Subordinates
are not getting enocugh time to develop their plans and to conduct
rehearsals to ensure synchronization at their level. When
rehearsals are being conducted, not all supporting elements are
present. The synchronization effort suffers when key support
playm,axﬁhasﬂuairbuttlecapbuin,mnissﬁqm
plamning sessions and rehearsals. Commanders and staff must
ensure that all players are presernt for key events ard that
subordinates are given sufficient time to conduct troop leading
procedures of their own.

BEstablishing liaison between units is the fourth major
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prablem area for rotational units. The doctrine establishes why
units liaison and to wham liaison officers are dispatched. Yet
this problem is mentioned on a recurring basis. Liaison from
supporting to supported units is mentioned more than the other
doctrinal relationships. Liasion officers are especially
critical when units are working outside of the habitual
relationehips established during training.?’

While the emphasis at the NTC is on battalions and brigades
in the field, the Battle Command Training Program (BCTP) focuses
an the commander and his staff. Commanders and staffs exercise
without troops and utilize computer similation to add realism to
training. 'Ctservatias from BCTP Warfighter Exercises (WFX) high-
light the command ard control process. CALL maintains a data
base of BCTP WFX cbservation reports. These reparts indicate how
well brigade and division staffs perform in accordance with
doctrine. Infarmation management, marming and the utilization of
noncoamissioned officers constitute the bulk of the comments from
WFX.

Information management is one of the more important functions
that a staff performs. Informstion mnagement, to include
m,m,mmmwmmm,
is critical to the military decisiommeking process. Information
managemant begins with the maintenance of a staff journal.
Staffs typically have trouble capturing all the informetion that
comes into the commend post. Staffs must £ind a way to
expaedituously harndle incoming messages arxd catalog those things
that the comander has identified as his Conmander’s Critical
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Information Requirements (OCIR). The CCIR must be understood by
all so that it can be made readily available to the commander.
Displaying current information properly is important to provide a
quick and succinct update to both the commander and staff.
Therefare, a system must be devised to ensure that critical
information is not lost. Information menagement is a primary
staff function and all efforts must be made to ensure that it is

done properly.48

WFXs stress staffs throughout the duration of the CPX.
Proper mamning within authorizations is critical if staffs are to
perfarm properly. Synchronization is even more difficult when
staff members have been in position for short periods of time.
Filler persomel are needed to conduct contimuous operations.
Teamwork, so critical to success, is lacking as these personnel
larly true when creating ad hoc units for unique missions. For
example, designating the division artillery headquarters as the
division’s counterfire headquarters requires augmentation. Help
ismededmmmwdmmmfaramful
counterfire program. Proper manning of staffs is important to
create an effective staff. Emphasis on putting a team together
uﬂhqﬂmhittogunriscritjmlmmingthemﬂar
effectively.??

Proper utilization of persomnel is the last major area
receiving comments on WFX cbservation reports. Cosments about
the use of NOOs ard their potential are identical to the ones
found during the review of NIC lessons learned. The proper
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utilization of NCOs may be a problem at all levels of command.
Once again, the O & I course is mentioned as being an important
training milestone for staff NCOs. Without it, they cannot
perform to their maximm potential. With limited manpower, all
staff persornel need to be involved in the staff process.>’

BCTP Warfighter exercises do not reveal a need to modify
staffs or change structure or doctrine. The WFXs did reveal the
need for staffs at brigade and division to improve basic staff
skills. Information management is a critical area for staff
improvement. Staffs must establish procedures to improve their
ability to handle the volume of information available on the
modern battlefield. Proper manning of staffs to appropriate
levels and an added emphasis on longevity will help staffs build
cohesion and improve effectiveness. Teamwork is essential if a
staff is to syncironize the battlefield for the commander.
Finally, the proper utilization of all persamel, particularly
NCOs, is important if a staff is to perform effectively.
Graduates of the Operations ard Intelligence course are better
able to perform staff work for the commander.

Operation URGENT FURY

On Octcber 25, 1983 U.S. military forces conducted a
farced-entry operation onto the eastern Caribbean island of
Grenada. The basic cbjective of U.S. intervention was twofold.
The first was to protect U.S. citizens who foud themselves in a
deteriorating situation following a successful coup against Prime
Minister Maurice Bishop. The second cbjective was to prevent the
the transformation of Grenada into a Marxist state by the Cuben
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backed coup leaders.

Contingency plamning for what was supposed to be a non—
combatant evacuation operation began on 19 October 1983. It was
precipitated by the assassination of Bishop and the subsequent
imposition of a twenty-four hour, shoot-on-sight curfav.51

The comsander of the U.S. Atlantic Command, Admiral Wesley
McDonald was given overall responsibility for plamning and
execution. He designated Vice Admiral Joseph Metcalf III
(commander of U.S. 2d Fleet) as the commander of Joint Task Force
120 (CJTF120). It fell to Metcalf to evacuate 600 medical
students from Grenada.>?

The plan, developed by LANTQOM, was ariginally to be an all
navy show. Groud forcves would be limited to a marine amphibious
unit (MAU) - the 22d MAU (TF 124). The MAU would have a medium
helicopter squadron ashore in direct support. The remainder of
Amphibious Squadron Four would remain off the coast to support
the operation. .

The mission changed even as LANTCOM and JTF 120 plarmers
continued to refine the plan. On 22 Octcber 1983, the
Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) requested that
the nission of U.S. forces be expanded to include the restoration
of order after the initial objectives were seized. Additionally,
the CECS wanted the operation to commence no later than daybreak,
25 October. Rurthermore, as the XS cawpleted a reappraisal of
the situation, it was determined that JTF 120 had insufficient
forces to accamplish the mission. The JCS directed that army
units be given the adbjective of Point Salines in the south. TF
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124 would have the objectives in the north - Pearls and
Gremville. Army forces had less than three days to prepare for
this contingency.

Army forces earmarked for participation in Operation Urgent
Fury were the 1st and 2d Battalions (Ranger), 75th Infantry (TF
123) and the Division Ready Force 1 (DRF-1), 82d Airborne
Division (TF 121). The Rangers were to arrive at Point Salines
airfield and move to rescue the students at the True Blue
campus. The DRF-1 would follow in Phase Two. It was to lard,
relieve the Rangers, and conduct peacekeeping operations in
concert with the follow-on Caribbean Peacekeeping Force (CPF).

Staff'plamﬁxqmadverselyaffectedbymﬂmjtsta
compressed plamning cycle. An cbsession with operational
security (OPSEC) meant that key persamel were left out of
important coordination sessions. Issues such as conmmications
ard fire support were not addressed ard would not be resolved
until well into the operation. Representatives from the
politically important Caribbean Peacekeeping Force were not
represented at the coordination meetings that were conducted.

Other politically sensitive issues were never fully adkiressed
by LANTCOM plamners. Those issues were prisoners of war,
diplomatic persornel from the Soviet bloc, refugees, public
affairs, and civil affairs.’® The lack of planning at the
operational level concerning these issues meant that tactical
level comenders would have to plan for and execute operations to
handle these problems.

Commmnications also hindered operations. Problems arose
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throughout as a result of a lack of prior plaming and
coordination. Inadequate inm-flight commmications meant that TF
123 did not know the status of Point Salines airfield dauring
their approach. The Rangers aboard those aircraft did not know
the tactical situation on the ground as they approached their
target. A proper staff review of the cammmications plan might
have prevented this from occurring. Tactical surprise was lost
when CITF 120 learned that the Rangers would be late to their
target. Metcalf could not stop the marine air assault that had
launched in what was supposed to be a similtaneous attack. The
PRA defenders were thus alerted and the readiness posture on the

There were cther commmnications problems. After the
commnder of TF 121 arrived on Grenada, he fourd that he could
not talk to his superior even though he could see his ship off
the coast. Because of poor planmning commanders had to solve the
praoblems of link-up, commnications, and command of the airhead,
under fire. TFs 121 ard 123 did not exchange liaison officers
even though they were in close proximity to each other.’? This
problen was externded to the CPF. Because the CPF was excluded
from plamning sessions, they were nearly fired upon as they
arrived on Grenada.>®

Even though commanders were cautious, fratricide still
ou:lnnd. On D+2, an ANGLICO teem, without a means to contact
army units in the area, directed an A-7 strike against a
suspected sniper location. The attack hit the command post of
the 2d Brigade, 82d Division. Seventeen paratroopers were
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wounded and one would subsequently die in what was a totally
px:avaﬂ:z—.\bleam:::i.dan:.s6
earlier missed its scheduled deployment with the 82d Airborne
Division. Once again, proper crisis plamning may have prevented
a tragedy.

The Grenada operation demonstrated the importance of staff
plaming. Because the plamning cycle was compressed, important
coordination did not take place. As a result, commmication

It was this ANGLICO team that days

between units within the JTF were ineffective. Fire support was
generally unavailable and when it was delivered, it hit friendly
forces. Proper liaison between units would have prevented this
tragedy. URGENT FURY demonstrated what can happen when
doctrine is not followed. That it was considered a success must
be attributed to the socldiers who executed a poor plan to the
best of their ability.
Operation JUST CAUSE

During the early morning hours of December 20, 1989 selected
US military units conducted a forced-entry operation into Panama
in conjunction with forward deployed forces there. It was the
largest night operation since World War II. The objectives of the
operation were to protect American lives; protect American
mmmmmmmm.m
Panamenian democracy; and apprehend General Maruel Noriega.’

Plans for the use of US military force in Panama dated back
to June 1988 when tensions between the United States and the
commnder of the Panaxenian Defense Forces increased.’® as it
becams evident that the situation would not improve, additional

7
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farces were sent to help protect US interests in Panama. The
first increment of 1,300 troops was sent in April 1988 to protect
US bases. After Nariega refused to accept a provisional plan
that would have sent him into exile, 1,300 additional troops were
sent in June 1988. When Noriega refused to accept the results of
the May 1989 presidential election, an additional 1,900 troops
were sent to Panama to augment the 10,000 already there.>>
Thus, urwittingly Nariega supplied the pretext to stage the
additional troops that were required to depose him.

Upon arriving in Panama these units conducted rehearsals in
the areas where they would conduct combat operations during
(meratim‘m. The 7th Infantry Division (Fort Qrd,
CA.) rotated units to Panama every ninety days in order to
familiarize them with their JOSI' CAISE abjectives. Units
that could not train in Panama rehearsed their missions at home
station using mockups of their actual cbjectives.5?

The rehearsals contributed directly to the overall success of
Operation JOSF CAXSE. This, in combination with an initial
night operation has been credited with keeping casualties to a
minimm. The US had 23 KIAs and 324 WIAS. The FDF had 314 KIAs
amd 220 WIAs. The US acknowledged that 202 civilians had been
killed as a result of Operation JUST CAUSE.®!

While the operation was an overvhelming success, there are
several lessons that the Army must take away from JOST
CAISE. Issues that have besn identified in opan sources point
to two key areas: information management and post-conflict
activities.
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During JOST CAUSE, units had to rely on ad hoc solutions
to doctrinal praoblems. Commmnications nodes had became saturated
due to the tremendous volume of infarmation available to
cammanders. One solution that seemed to work was to use liaison
officers to facilitate commmications. The problem is that
doctrine does not provide for a twenty-four hour capability for
liaison officers. The typical two man liaison team is insuf-
ficient to conduct contimious opet'a‘t:ia's.62 Current staff
doctrine does not provide for this capability.

Post-conflict activities, especially civil-military
operations, have taken on increased importance recently. Yet
doctrine has failed to adjust. As combat operations concluded,
the exphasis shifted to civil-military operations. Tactical
units were tasked to reestablish law and order and dedicate
resources to such nomtraditional tasks as food distribution and
medical treatment far the local civilian population. Law
enfarcement, garbage collection and traffic control were other
tasks that required American istance.63 Units had spent
little, if any, time rehearsing their roles in civil-military
<z:maths.64
unit’s mission essential task list. These units were without the
buntitotc.:ivil affairs officers as well. Doctrine does not
provide for a civil affairs officer at the Ixrigade or battalion
level, the level of execution in Pansma. Civil affairs officers
need to be assigned at this level to ensure liaison with the
civilian govermment and paople.65 Doctrine needs adjustment.

a5

These functions were not a part of the




On Felwuary 24, 1991 U.S forves, in conjunction with a coali-
tion of thirty-five other nations launched a ground attack into
Irag and Kwait®®. The attack followed a thirty-eight day
air campaign that fai.ed to induce an Iragi withdrawl fram
Kmait. The primary adbjectives of the campaigns were to remove
Iragi forces fram Kiwait and to restore the legitimate
govertment.

As war is the one true test of doctrine, DESERT STORM is
the latest and perhaps best test of its validity.
STORM involved a wider variety of forces than either URGENT
FURY or JUST CAISE. Those operations involved primarily
light contingency forces, while DESERI STORM saw the
deployment of five heavy divisions and two armored cavalry
regiments fram both CONUS and Europe.

One of the first lessons learned from the gulf war is the
need for raobust, continuous liaison. In addition to performing
strategic recomaissance and direct action missions, U.S. Army
Special Forces teams perfarmed the critical mission of liaison
with the Pam-Arab forces. Few mambers of the coalition had ever
deployed outside of their respective borders nor had they
opezatndwit;hfaaignforcs. Unique doctrine, equipment
interoperability, and language differences cambined to present
challenges to all involved.

To meet the challenge, the Army had to resort to an ad hoc
arrangement. Special forces teams, serving as liaison teams,
reported locations, capabilities, intent of friendly unit
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commanders and current activities of friendly units. Special
forces teams also called for close air support from U.S. air and
ground assets.67 Performing a liaison mission took
special forces away fram their strategic and or operational
roles. There was no other alternative available.

Although conventional units have liaison officers at every
level down to battalion, most would not have been able to
accamplish this mission. Language alone would have impeded
mission accomplishment. It is doubtful that those liaison teams
were trained to operate with the various coalition members. If
the U.S. intends to fight in future coalition arrangements, this
issue must be addressed.

The 3rd Armored Division deployed to Southwest Asia in late
December, 1990 to participate in Operation DESERF STORM.
Although the division found that much of the doctrine was valid,
its experiences highlighted some aspects that require adjustment.

One of the first problems that division plamners recognized
was that the maneuver brigades’ rate of advance quickly outran
comend post displacements. To compensate, an ad hoc arrangement
was used. The 3rd AD created a jump TAC and a jump MAIN.5®
The additional CPs allowed the division to "stretch® its ¢ to
cover the expansive battlefield. The impact was an increase in
required staff officers.

In addition to creating additional command posts within the
division area, personnel augmentation became necessary to prop-
erly perforn selected missions. The 3rd AD beefed up its staff
by some 15%. These persarmel were used in a variety of ways.
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The division G2 used same as liaison officers with VII Corps to
help facilitate commmnications with Corps G2. As the 3rd AD was
working outside its habitual ? arrangement (it is a V Corps
unit) liasion was necessary to ensure a smooth information flow.
The G3 needed augmentation to man the extra CPs previously
mentioned. The G4 needed augmentation to help with local
purchases ard requisitions. The division found itself deploying
fram Germany without many items necessary for desert warfare.
The G4’s staff was not marned sufficiently to handle the
increased activity. The G5 and division surgeon also needed
augmentation. The increased requirement to handle refugees and
assist wit;h civilians with such problems as sanitation and health
care was not within the capability of their respective staffs.
Even the Gl needed persammel to help with increased administra-
tive requirenents.sg In every instance, doctrine was un-
able to address the unique situation that the division found in
SHA.

The 3rd AD made axtensive use of liaison officers in SWA.
INOs were sent to each of the other divisions within VII Corps.
The division also found it necessary to send INOs to all three
VII corps coummnd posts. Again, the division needed more liaison
officers to ensure information flow within its new corps
structure. Doctrine did not allow for sufficient persomnel to
meet the requirements of the division. Hence, an ad hoc solution
was used to solve the problem. The extensive use of augmentees
by the 3 AD is a valid reason to take a hard look at staffs.
Despite new technology, more pecple were needed to make it work.
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QONCLUSTIONS
Michael Howard’s challenge to military science to get the

doctrine as correct as possible is a difficult one. When war is
not present, a best guess based on training and historical
reflection is ane of the few viable options available. When
doctrine is tested in cambat, one must question whether that
experience is indicative of future wars.

Recent training experiences have indicated that there are
problems with doctrine. Many of the lessons learned during
History is replete with examples of armies failing to adopt to
the changing times. Napoleon did not recognize that the other
European powers had changed as he continued to seek another
Austerlitz or Jena late in his career. History has given us
exxamples of those who were not afraid to change. Scharnhorst and
the rest of the Prussian reformers changed after Jena,
establishing among other things a general staff. The adoption of
Hutier tactics in World War I is an example of an army recogniz-
ing that a change had to made if victory was to be achieved.

The mmber of liaison officers assigned to tactical units is
insufficictt_'. As the battlefield becomes even more uncertain,
the commander’s search for certainty will grow. This study has
denonstrated the value of liaison officers, particularly when
units find themselves working with unfamiliar crganizations.
Because the U.S. can expect to fight in future "hytrid
coalit‘.tan,"n the liaison requirement that the Army
nesded in the Gulf will be repeated. Doctrine must be adjusted
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to reflect the new reality. Units need more liaison capability.
A renewed emphasis on training is needed to ensure that INOs can
meet the challenge.

When a new function is identified, or a minor function
suddenly gains in importance, a change must take place. This is
the case with both civil-military operations and security.
Civil-military operations have grown in importance, as recent
events have demonstrated. JUSTI' CAXSE and PRWVIDE COMFORT
were excellent examples of military forces in a civil-military
role. Despite their importance, units executing these missions
were untrained in the required tasks. Staffs did not have a
civil affa_irs officer available for plamning or execution. It is
time to incorporate MO into training and either put CA officers
at lower echelons ar designate a staff officer for specialized
training.

Security operations must be akiressed as well. Units
augmenting headquarters with persomnel to perfarm command post
security is an indicator that the field finds doctrine to be
insufficient. The German Army recognizes this and provides a
platoon for command post secm:ity.71 The US Army must make
an adjustment to provide better security for its commard posts.

Training of staffs needs renewed emhasis. Where doctrine is
sound, the problem appears to be one of proficiency. Training
events such as NIC and WFX indicate that a greater esphasis in
staff training is in order. Staffs have difficulty with
information mamagement and plamning. The issue of proficiency is
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related to staff turbulence and the underutilization of our
noncomnissioned officers. Collective training for staffs will
help mitigate the effects of tirnover. Individual training and
proper utilization of NOOs can have a positive effect on staffs.

Doctrine states that supporting persomel must be included in
plamning sessions, yet there have numerous examples were the
doctrine was not followed. Improper coordination can have tragic
results. The ANGLICO in Grenada missing a crucial meeting
resulted in needlessly injured soldiers. Not having civil
affaixspersamlmtmﬂslowedthemcwuyeffortin?amln.
Staffs are better able to camplete their assigned tasks when all
required persommel are available.

Finally, DESERT STORM yields more lessons about staffs
and doctrine ard the need for change. The liaison mission in a
coalition envirament needs to studied. The 3rd AD’s concept of
a jump TAC and jump MAIN challenges the evolving concept of the
standardized commnd post. It merits consideration in light of
the Army’s plan to reduce the size of command posts.

As the Army continues to downsize, it must maintain its focus
on providing the commander with what he needs to command and
cantrol his unit. The staff is an integral part of that
process. Careful consideration must be given to adopting the
staff to the 1990s and beyond.
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